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DETAILED ACTION 
Claims 1-22 are pending in this action. 



Information Disclosure Statement 

1. The Information Disclosure Statements filed on January 21 st , 2003 has been 
considered. 

Claim Objections 

2. Claims 1, 2, 11, 12 and 21 are objected to because of the following informalities: 
the claims refer to "canonically-parsed of (e.g., see claim 1, line 5, claim 2, line 2), 
wherein it is unclear what "canonically-parsed" is generated. For the sake of compact 
examination, the examiner is interpreting the claims to include "representation" (e.g., 
"canonically-parsed representation of) throughout the examination. Thus, the insertion 
of " representation " is believed appropriate. 

Accordingly, claims 3-10, 13-20 and 22 are objected to for depending on rejected 
base claims as addressed above. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 



Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 
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3. Independent claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed 
invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. A "signal bearing medium" is 
recited in the claim and specification (see specification, page 16, Iine14). A product is a 
tangible physical article or object, some form of matter, which a signal is not. A signal, a 
form of energy, does not fall within either of the two definitions of manufacture. Thus a 
signal does not fall within any of the four statutory classes of 101 . See Interim 
Guidelines for Examination of Patent Applications for Patent Subject Matter Eligibility, 
Annex IV (c), (signed 26, October, 2005) - OG Cite: 1300 OG 142. Retrieve on 
<http://www.upsto.gov/web/offices/com/sol/og/2005/week47/patgupa.htm>. 

Additionally, a program product with recordable medium is not necessary yet to 
be a computer readable medium and recorded/stored with executable instructions. 

Accordingly, claim 22 is rejected for at least depending on a rejected base claim. 
Appropriate correction is required. . 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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4. Claims 1-5, 8-15 and 18-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Bartz et al., US 7,131 ,1 12 (hereinafter Bartz) in view of Thomas, US 
2003/0167446 (hereinafter Thomas). 

In regard to claim 1 , Bartz discloses: 

- "A method for adapting a standard code base. .."(E.g., see Figure 2 & 
Column 4, lines 29-31), wherein a method for differencing of two or 
more documents to determine conflicts among different version, and 
for other purposes is disclosed. 

- "... parsing a modified version of a first release of a standard code base 
to generate a canonically-parsed representation of the modified 
version..." (E.g., see Figure 3 & Column 5, lines 10-35), wherein 
character-level differencing pinpoints the actual characters or symbols 
that differ between the documents or source code. 

- "... generating difference data representative of changes made to... the 
standard code base using the parsed of the modified version..." (E.g., 
see Figure 3 & Column 6, line 61 - Column 7, line 4), wherein 
differences between the input documents are identified. 

- "...the first release of..." (E.g., see Figure 4 & Column 9, lines 31-34), 
wherein the reference document is a previous release (first release). 

- "... and using the difference data in applying the changes made to the 
first release of the standard code base to a second release of the 
standard code base." (E.g., see Figure 7, box 732 & Column 8, line 60 
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- Column 9, line 13), wherein the changes are applied (box 732) in the 
specified set. 

But Bartz does not expressly disclose "canonically parsing" the code or 
programs. However, Thomas discloses: 

- "... canonically parsing..." (E.g., see Figure 3, diamond 24 & paragraph 
[0039]), wherein semantic differences are disclosed. 

Bartz and Thomas are analogous art because they are both concerned with the 
same field of endeavor, namely, a differencing process comprising two documents. 
Therefore, at the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person 
of ordinary skill in the art to combine Bartzs' with Thomas's canonical parsing. The 
motivation to do so would have been to expose the semantics of the changes as taught 
by Bartz (E.g., see Column 5, lines 18-20). 

In regard to claim 2, the rejections of base claim 1 are incorporated. 
Furthermore, Bartz discloses: 

- "... parsing an unmodified version of the first release of the standard 
code base to generate a . . .parsed of the unmodified version wherein 
generating the difference data includes comparing the . . .parsed 
representations of the unmodified and modified versions of the first 
release of the standard code base." (E.g., see Figure 4 & Column 9, 
lines 31-34), wherein the reference document is a previous release 
(first release) and the changes (differences) are identified. 
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In regard to claim 3, the rejections of base claim 1 are incorporated. 
Furthermore, Bartz discloses: 

♦ "... canonically parsing ...the standard code base to generate a 

canonically-parsed representation of the intermediate version, wherein 
generating the difference data includes comparing the canonically- 
parsed representations of the intermediate and modified versions of 
the first release of the standard code base" (E.g., see Figure 3 & . 
Column 5, lines 10-35), wherein character-level differencing pinpoints 
the actual characters or symbols that differ between the documents or 
source code. 

But, Bartz does not expressly disclose \ ..an intermediate version of the first 
release..". However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at 
the time the invention was made to difference between any two versions including an 
intermediate version of the first release and the first release. The motivation to do so 
was disclosed by Bartz (E.g., see Column 8, lines 64-65) wherein changes are between 
two versions of a project. Additionally, Bartz teaches enlistment files (see Figure 8, 
Column 9, lines 46-66) which are intermediate files. 

In regard to claim 4, the rejections of base claim 3 are incorporated. 
Furthermore, Bartz discloses: 

- "... the intermediate version of the first release of the standard code 
base is generated using automated source transformation, and 
wherein the modified version of the first release of the standard code 
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base is generated by applying manual changes to the intermediate 
version of the first release of the standard code base" (E.g., see 
Figure 4 + 4a & Column 6, line 30 - Column 7, line 6 ), wherein the 
developers manual changes are automatically merged into the code 
base (first release). 

In regard to claim 5, the rejections of base claim 1 are incorporated. But, Bartz 
does not expressly disclose "... wherein generating the difference data includes 
identifying a plurality of changed semantic components. . . ". However, Thomas 
discloses: 

" . ... wherein generating the difference data includes identifying a 
plurality of changed semantic components..." (E.g., see Figure 3, 
diamond 24 & paragraph [0039]), wherein semantic differences are 
identified between two documents. 
In regard to claim 8, the rejections of base claim 5 are incorporated. 
Furthermore, Bartz discloses: 

- "... includes notifying a user of a change in a changed semantic 
component." (E.g., see Figure 4A & Column 6, line 67- Column 7, line 
6), wherein a user is notified (alerted) to a possible conflict among a 
change. 

In regard to claim 9, the rejections of base claim 5 are incorporated. But, Bartz 
does not expressly disclose " ...includes automatically applying a change in a changed 
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semantic component to the second release of the standard code base. ". However, 
Thomas discloses: 

- "... includes automatically applying a change in a changed semantic 
component to the second release of the standard code base." (E.g., 
paragraph [0108] + [0109]), wherein a changed semantic component 
is automatically applied. 

In regard to claim 10, the rejections of base claim 1 are incorporated. But, Bartz 
does not expressly disclose "...using the difference data in applying the changes made 
to the first release of the standard code base to a third release of the standard code 
base.". However, Thomas discloses: 

- "... using the difference data in applying the changes made to the first 
release of the standard code base to a third release of the standard 
code base." (E.g., paragraph [0123]), wherein the appropriate delta file 
is. applied to achieve the corresponding version. 

In regard to claims 11-15 and 18-20, this is an apparatus version of the claimed 
method discussed above, in claims 1-5 and 8-10, respectively, wherein all claimed 
limitations have also been addressed and/or cited as set forth above. For example, see 
Bartz, (Figure 1), wherein a memory, processor and program code resident in the 
memory to implement the process are taught. 

In regard to claim 21, this is a program product version of the claimed method 
discussed above, in claim 1, wherein all claimed limitations have also been addressed 
and/or cited as set forth above. For example, see Bartz, (Figure 1 ). 
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In regard to claim 22, see Figure 1 . 

5. Claims 6, 7, 16 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Bartz in view of Thomas and further in view of Ziebell, US 6,385,768 
(hereinafter Ziebell). 

In regard to claim 6, the rejections of base claim 5 are incorporated. But, Bartz 
and Thomas do not expressly disclose "...the change is selected from the group 
consisting of deletion, modification, addition and replacement..". However, Ziebell 
discloses: 

- "... the change is selected from the group consisting of deletion, 
modification, addition..." (E.g., see Column 1, lines 55-57), wherein 
changes may represent features that have been added, deleted and 
modified. 

Bartz, Thomas and Ziebell are analogous art because they are both concerned 
with the same field of endeavor, namely, a differencing process comprising two or more 
documents. Therefore, at the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious 
to a person of ordinary skill in the art to combine Ziehen's change method with Bartz 
and Thomas's version control system to include changes selected form the group of 
deletion, modification, addition and replacement. One of ordinary skill in the art would 
have been motivated to include replacement because replacement is just a combination 
of deleting and adding or modifying. The motivation to do so would have been to 
manage the change to keep track of modifications in source code and other versioned 
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documents across time and across multiple development groups working in parallel with 
each other as taught by Bartz (E.g., see Column 1, lines 34-37). 

In regard to claim 7, the rejections of base claim 6 are incorporated. 
Furthermore, Bartz discloses: 

- "...generating the difference data includes generating at least one XML 
file, the XML file including a tag for a changed semantic component, 
the tag identifying the changed semantic component and including an 
attribute representing the change made to the changed semantic 
component." (E.g., see Figure 3 & paragraph [0034]), wherein XML 
files including tags for a changed semantic component including 
attributes represent changes made. 

In regard to claims 16 and 17, this is an apparatus version of the claimed method 
discussed above, in claims 6 and 7, wherein all claimed limitations have also been 
addressed and/or cited as set forth above. For example, see Bartz, (Figure 1 ). 

Conclusion 

6. The following prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent 
to applicant's disclosure: 

- Peleg, US 6,546,552, wherein a difference extraction between two 
version of data tables is disclosed. 

- Hurley et al., US 6,678,882, wherein software system with merge 
features and isolation for potential changes for re-use is disclosed. 
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- Govindugari et al. , US 2004/00831 99, wherein data transformation, 
normalization, profiling and validation are disclosed. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to John J. Romano whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
3872. The examiner can normally be reached on 8-5:30, M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tuan Q. Dam can be reached on (571) 272-3695. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571 -273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system.call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 




